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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to the following communications: Amendment filed on September 14th, 
2007. This action is made final. 

2. Claims 1-14 are pending claims. 

3. Applicants amended claims 1, 6, 7, 13. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 9 is objected to because of the phrase "the data structure" lacks clear antecedent. 
Appropriate correction is required 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, 
or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

6. Claims 7-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. 

As for independent claims 7 and 13: 

Although the applicant appears to attempt to claim statutory subject matter (an apparatus and a system), 
the claims appear to lack any structural or statutory elements at this time. All the claims appear to be 
software per se. For example claim 13 recites "a filtering mechanism", the filtering mechanism resides 
within a web browser (see Fig. 4# 140 in applicant's drawings and Pg. 3, lines 21-28 of the specification), 
which is software per se. 
As for dependent claims 8-12 and 14: 

The claims are rejected as not overcoming the deficiency of the claim(s) from which they depends. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another 
filed in the United States before thejnvention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, 
except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects 
for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application 
designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

8. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Lupo et al., US# 
6,973,625 B1 (hereinafter Lupo). 

As for independent claim 1: 

Lupo shows a computer program product, tangibly embodied in an information carrier, the computer 
program product comprising instructions operable to cause data processing apparatus to perform 
operations comprising: 

• detecting multiple changes to a user interface of a computer program, the user interface having 
multiple user interface elements, each change being a change to one of the multiple user 
interface elements (3: 54-4: 11); 

• generating a rendering request for each change, each rendering request specifying the user 
interface element that has changed and a type of modification to be performed on the user 
interface element; filtering the rendering requests to eliminate redundant rendering requests [4: 
52 - 5:7 and 5: 23-34, Lupo shows the system renders certain graphical elements based from the 
request user input, and therefore the system eliminates rendering unnecessary information. 
Based on the user inputs, the system filters what certain graphical elements it to be displayed. 
Lupo disclosed the following in Column 5, lines 28-34: 

"the framework may disable the submit button until after the user has entered or selected 
all required information; make parts of the screen invisible until the user selects a specific 
check box or radio button , so that the user doesn't waste time entering unnecessary 
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information : and/or run a customized function based on the application's state 

management requirements" (emphasis added)]. 
Thus Lupo shows all the limitations in claim 1 and the following: filtering the rendering requests to 
eliminate redundant rendering requests 
As for dependent claim 2: 

Lupo shows the product of claim 1, wherein each rendering request is a request to modify a data 
structure representing the user interface (5:40-49). 
As for dependent claim 3: 

Lupo shows the product of claim 2, wherein the data structure is a document object model representation 
of the user interface (5:40-49). 
As for dependent claim 4: 

Lupo shows the product of claim 1, wherein: the type of modification is a complete re-rendering of the 
user interface element (2: 44-64 and 5:23-34). 
As for dependent claim 5: 

Lupo shows the product of claim 1, wherein: the type of modification is an update of one or more, but not 
all, of the attributes of the user interface element (2: 44-64 and 5:23-34). 
As for dependent claim 6: 

Lupo shows the product of claim 1, wherein the operations further comprise: rendering the user interface 
based on the filtered rendering reguests (5: 23-34 and 5: 40-49). 

As for claims 7-12: 

Claims 7-12 reflect the apparatus comprising of computer readable instructions for performing the step of 
claims 1-6 and are respectfully rejected along the same rationale. 
As for dependent claim 13: 
Lupo shows a system comprising: 
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• a Web page rendered in a Web browser, the Web page including one or more user interface 
elements; a document object model representation of the Web page, and a framework running in 
the browser, the framework including (3:62-4: 11): 

o one or more trees that store the visualization of the Web page, each user interface 

element being associated with a portion of the document object model representation and 
with a portion of the tree (6:29-40); 
o a filtering mechanism for filtering redundant rendering requests, each rendering request 
specifying a user interface element that has changed and a type of modification to be 
performed on the portion of the document object model representation associated with 
the specified user interface element [4: 52-5:7 and 5: 23-34, Lupo shows the system 
renders certain graphical elements based from the request user input, and therefore the 
system eliminates rendering unnecessary information. Based on the user inputs, the 
system filters what certain graphical elements it to be displayed. Lupo disclosed the 
following in Column 5, lines 28-34: 

"the framework may disable the submit button until after the user has entered or 
selected all required information; make parts of the screen invisible until the user 
selects a specific check box or radio button , so that the user doesn't waste time 
entering unnecessary information : and/or run a customized function based on the 
application's state management requirements" (emphasis added)]. 
Thus Lupo shows all the limitations in claim 13. 
As for dependent claim 14: 

Lupo shows the system of claim 13, wherein the trees include a Ul tree, a data tree, or both (5: 50- 6: 15). 

It is noted that any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art 
references and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting in any 
way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that it would have 
reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. In re Heck, 699 F.2d 1331, 1332- 
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33,216 USPQ 1038, 1039 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (quoting In re Lemelson, 397 F.2d 1006,1009, 158 USPQ 
275, 277 (CCP A 1968)). 

The Examiner notes MPEP § 2144.01, that quotes In re Preda, 401 F.2d 825,159 USPQ 342, 
344 (CCPA 1968) as stating "in considering the disclosure of a reference, it is proper to take into 
account not only specific teachings of the reference but also the inferences which one skilled in 
the art would reasonably be expected to draw therefrom." Further MPEP 2123, states that "a 
reference may be relied upon for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having 
ordinary skill the art, including nonpreferred embodiments. Merck & Co. v. Biocraft Laboratories, 
874 F.2d 804, 10 USPQ2d 1843 (Fed. Cir.), cert, denied, 493 U.S. 975 (1989). 



Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 09/14/2007 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
The Examiner refers applicants to MPEP 2123 and the last Office Action mailed on 07/05/07 Pgs. 4 and 
5, where the Office Action states the entire reference is cited and specific cited sections of the reference 
are not limiting in any way. Any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art 
references and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting in any way. A 
reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that it would have reasonably 
suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. In re Heck, 699 F.2d 1331, 1332-33,216 USPQ 1038, 
1039 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (quoting In re Lemelson, 397 F.2d 

1 0. Applicant argues Lupo does not disclose each and every element of Applicant's claimed 
invention. Applicant further argues Lupo does not disclose... "filtering the requests to eliminate redundant 
rendering requests (Applicant's Remarks, Pg. 7) 

The Office respectfully disagrees. 

Lupo shows the all the limitations of claim 1 as shown above in the Office Action on Pgs. 2 and 3. 
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Lupo shows a computer program product, tangibly embodied in an information carrier, the computer 
program product comprising instructions operable to cause data processing apparatus to perform 
operations comprising: 

• detecting multiple changes to a user interface of a computer program, the user interface having 
multiple user interface elements, each change being a change to one of the multiple user 
interface elements (3: 54-4: 11); 

• generating a rendering request for each change, each rendering request specifying the user 
interface element that has changed and a type of modification to be performed on the user 
interface element; filtering the rendering requests to eliminate redundant rendering requests [A: 
52 - 5:7 and 5: 23-34, Lupo shows the system renders certain graphical elements based from the 
request user input, and therefore the system eliminates rendering unnecessary information. 
Based on the user inputs, the system filters what certain graphical elements it to be displayed. 
Lupo disclosed the following in Column 5, lines 28-34: 

"the framework may disable the submit button until after the user has entered or selected 
all required information; make parts of the screen invisible until the user selects a specific 
check box or radio button , so that the user doesn't waste time entering unnecessary 
information ; and/or run a customized function based on the application's state 
management requirements" (emphasis added)]. 

From the evidence set forth above Lupo shows all the limitations of claim 1 including the limitation: ; 

filtering the rendering requests to eliminate redundant rendering reguests. 

11. Applicant asserts By way of example, Applicant discloses at page 4 of the specification that "[a] 
redundant request is a request that is identical to or a subset of another request " Lupo discloses no 
rendering request that is "identical to or a subset of another request" Therefore, Lupo fails to teach or 
suggest the claimed "filtering the requests to eliminate redundant rendering requests, " as recited by 
independent claim 1 (Applicant's Remarks, Pg. 7). 

The Office respectfully disagrees. 
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Regarding Lupo not disclosing a rendering request that is "identical to or a subset of another 
request", the Applicant is merely arguing what the Applicant's Specification defines redundant rendering 
request as (As stated by the Applicant above and Pg. 4 of the specification). Nowhere in claim 1 
mentions rendering request that is "identical to or a subset of another request". If the Applicant wishes to 
have rendering request that is "identical to or a subset of another request", then the Applicant should 
recite the following: rendering request that is "identical to or a subset of another request" in the claims and 
not: rendering request. 

12. Applicant argues Lupo does not anticipate or render obvious independent claims 7 and 13 for at 
least the same reasons set forth in connection with the recitations of claim 1. 

The Office respectfully disagrees. 

The Office shows that Lupo teaches all the limitations in claim 1 as shown above. Since claims 7 and 13 
contain similar subject matter as claim 1 , claims 7 and 13 are rejected along the same rationale as claim 
1. 

1 3. Applicant argues Lupo does not indicate whether the changes to the web page are reflected by a 
complete re-rendering of a user interface, or by re-rendering individual attributes. Therefore, Lupo does 
no teach or suggest the claimed "wherein the type of modification is a complete re-rendering of the user 
interface element " (Applicant's Remarks, Pg. 8). 

The Office respectfully disagrees. 

Lupo shows the product of claim 1, wherein: the type of modification is a complete re-rendering of 

the user interface element (2: 44-64 and 5:23-34). 

Lupo disclosed the following in Column 5, lines 28-34: 

"the framework may disable the submit button until after the user has entered or selected 
all required information; make parts of the screen invisible until the user selects a specific 
check box or radio button , so that the user doesn't waste time entering unnecessary 
information : and/or run a customized function based on the application's state 
management requirements" (emphasis added). 
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From the evidence set forth above Lupo shows all the limitation of claim 4. 

14. Applicant argues Lupo does not teach or suggest the claimed "the type of modification is an 
update of one or more, but not all, of the attributes of the user interface element." 

The Office respectfully disagrees. 

Lupo disclosed the following in Column 5, lines 28-34: 

"the framework may disable the submit button until after the user has entered or selected 
all required information; make parts of the screen invisible until the user selects a specific 
check box or radio button , so that the user doesn't waste time entering unnecessary 
information ; and/or run a customized function based on the application's state 
management requirements" (emphasis added). 
From the evidence set forth above Lupo shows all the limitation of claim 4. 

Conclusion 

15. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of 
the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to David Phantana-angkool whose telephone number is 571-272-2673. The examiner can 
normally be reached on M-F, 9:00-5:30 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Weilun Lo can be reached on 571-272-4847. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status ofan application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 

DP 



> JPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



